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University of Minnesota, Morris 
Scholastic Committee 
Minutes # 6, October 25, 2005 
 
The Scholastic Committee met at 8:00 A.M. on October 25 , 2005 in the Science Conference Room (Sci 
3500).  The next meeting will be November 1st, 2005 in the same location.
th
 
Members present: S. Aronson, S. Black, B. Burke, D. De Jager,  J. Goodnough, W. Hunt, J.-M. Kim, N. 
McPhee (chair), L. Meek (secretary),  G. Sheagley & C.  Strand.
 
1. The October 11th minutes were approved with no changes.  
 
2. Announcements:  
  
Campus Assembly is cancelled for 10/25/05 and rescheduled for 10/31/05.  The policy on limiting Ds will 
be presented at the rescheduled time for a vote by the Assembly. 
 
3. Presentation of data gathered from the Academic Alert system by Leslie Meek (Academic Alert Co-
Chair): 
 
 Questions were taken on the data presented the previous week on conditional admits.  Question: 
Why do we have conditional admits and how much time and money are they costing us?  Answer:  There 
is no correlation between high school rank and ACT scores with how well students do in higher 
education, so conditionally admitting students is no more of a gamble than admitting any other student.   
It is also not clear that UMM is spending resources on ensuring that conditional admits do well above and 
beyond what is already done for all students.  It is clear from the data presented previously that most 
students who are admitted conditionally do well at UMM. 
 It was suggested that UMM needs to start suspending after fall semester as well as after spring 
semester. Currently, students who could be suspended after fall semester are not, because the timing for 
notification of their suspensions is so short between the entry of final grades and the beginning of spring 
semester.  Thus, students who could be suspended after fall are given an extra semester to succeed or fail 
before their potential suspension in spring.  It was pointed out that if the limits on Ds are to be removed 
(policy to be put before the Assembly for vote on 10/31/05), suspending after fall semester would give 
more protection both to the quality of education that is occurring at UMM as well as protecting student’s 
academic records so that they can transfer to other institutions.  
 It was pointed out that if, as it appears, conditionally admitted students do well here because they 
know they have conditions and they know that they must succeed during their first semester in order to 
remain at UMM; then putting similar limits on those on probation might help them succeed also.  As task 
force consisting of Dorothy DeJager (Scholastic Committee Executive Assistant), Clare Strand (Interim 
Registrar) and Geoff Sheagley (student representative) was appointed to determine the feasibility of 
suspending after fall semester and how to best communicate this change, should it be approved, to 
students and advisors.   
 Meek then presented some data from a report generated from academic alerts and midterm alerts 
compiled during Spring 05 by Barry McQuarrie (Academic Alert Co-Chair). 
   
- 255 students were alerted with either midterm or academic alert 
- Those 255 student received 331 alerts (161 midterm alerts and 194 early alerts were submitted; 24 
were both midterm and academically alerted for same student, so 161 + 194 – 24 = 331 alerts). 
- Freshmen and sophomores were more likely to be alerted than juniors and seniors: F = 
35.3%; S = 27.5%; Jr = 18.8%; Sr = 18.4% 
- Grades in those classes in which alerts were generated were as follows: Passed (A - D or S) = 
56%; I or K = 3%; W = 16%; F or N = 21%; We had no grade for 4% of students 
- Faculty participation has increased each semester in academic alert: Fall 04 participation= 84 
academic alerts, 31 faculty; Spring 05 participation=194 academic alerts, 52 faculty; Fall 05 
as of 10/24/05 185 academic alerts and 37 faculty participating.   
- Future directions:  academic alert and midterm alert will be melded into one entity that will 
retain the best options of both; possibly by spring 07.  Results from Academic Alert will be 
presented to Assembly for information in spring 06; students who have been alerted will be 
surveyed to determine how they responded.  This survey will be conducted by Jong-Min Kim 
and Barry McQuarrie and will be based on a similar survey conducted on the twin cities 
campus of the Univ. of Mn.   
-  
Leslie Meek also reviewed some further data analysis on the spring 05 data: 
 
  - Of students who did not have any other indicators of academic problems (they were not  
 on probation, suspended or conditionally admitted), 85% passed or withdrew from their classes.   
  -Of students who were on scholastic committee probation and who received an alert, 72% passed 
 or withdrew from classes.  Students who were on scholastic probation who were not alerted, passed or 
 withdrew from 92% of their classes.  This suggests that there are two populations of students who are on 
 probation; those who are having serious academic problems and those who had one poor semester but who 
 were doing fine during spring 05.  
  - Of the 15 students who required the most intervention during spring 05, only 57% of them passed 
 or withdrew from their classes, indicating that extreme intervention with students who are in serious 
 trouble is not as effective as a little intervention with students who are in a little trouble.   
  -Conditionally admitted students who were alerted passed or withdrew from 80% of their  
 classes, while conditionally admitted students who were not alerted passed or withdrew from 96% of their 
 classes.  The conclusion is again that there are some conditionally admitted students who are in academic 
 trouble (those who are alerted), but many are not (and are not alerted). Overall, conditionally admitted 
 students passed or withdrew from 93% of their classes.   
 
The meeting was adjourned. 
